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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention 

Regarding claim 28, line 1, "the request signal" lacks antecedent basis. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-8, 10-12, 14-18, 21, and 24-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Andrews (U.S. Pat. 5,757,271) in view of Sorriaux (U.S. Pat. 6,472,986). 

Regarding claim 1: Andrews discloses portable computer and method of providing 
security for an electronic device comprising a disturbance detection mechanism comprising one 
or more sensors configured to generate a disturbance signal upon disturbance of an item being 
monitored; an alarm connected to be triggered by the disturbance signal; a receiver configured to 
receive a wireless signal from a remote unit (fig. 1, col. 4, lines 8-16). Andrews does not 
specifically teach an alarm inhibition mechanism connected to selectively inhibit operation of the 
alarm, the alarm inhibition mechanism including a mechanism responsive to signals from the 
remote unit received at the receiver to automatically inhibit the alarm if the received signals 
indicate that the remote unit is nearby as claimed. However, Sorriaux discloses device for 
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signaling spatial separation or closeness beyond or within a predetermined limit which comprises 
the alarm inhibition mechanism connected to selectively inhibit operation of the alarm, the alarm 
inhibition mechanism including a mechanism responsive to signals from the remote unit received 
at the receiver to automatically inhibit the alarm if the received signals indicate that the remote 
unit is nearby (fig. 1, col. 4, lines 1-12). Therefore, it would have been obvious to the skilled 
artisan to employ the teaching of Sorriaux in the system of Andrews to automatically inhibit the 
alarm if the received signals indicate that the remote unit is nearby which is an advantage. 

Regarding claim 2: Sorriaux discloses wherein the disturbance detection mechanism, 
alarm, receiver and alarm inhibition mechanism are packaged in a base unit and the system 
comprises a lock for attaching the base unit to the item being monitored as seen in figure 1 . 

Regarding claim 3: Andrews inherently discloses a connector for attaching the base unit 
to a security slot of the item (fig. 2, col. 3, lines 15-17). 

Regarding claim 4: Andrews discloses wherein that item comprises a computer and the 
base unit comprises an interface for coupling the base unit to a PC card interface of the computer 
as shown in figure 2. 

Regarding claim 5: Andrews discloses wherein the item comprises a computer and the 
base unit comprises an interface for coupling the base unit to a universal serial bus port of 
the computer as seen in figure 2. 

Regarding claim 6: Refer to claim 2 above. 

Regarding claim 7: Sorriaux teaches a timer connected to delay the application of the 
disturbance signal to the alarm by a delay period (col. 6, lines 52-65). 
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Regarding claim 8: Sorriaux discloses wherein the base unit is configured to detect 
DISABLE signals originating at the remote unit and to disable the alarm upon receipt of a 
DISABLE signal (col 2, lines 31-37). 

Regarding claim 10: Andrews discloses wherein the base unit is configured to detect 
OFF signals originating at the remote unit and to turn itself off upon receipt of an OFF signal 
(col. 2, lines 55-56). 

Regarding claim 11: Andrews discloses wherein the receiver comprises a 
radiofrequency receiver (col. 2, lines 64-67). 

Regarding claim 12: Andrews and Sorriaux do not teach wherein the alarm inhibition 
mechanism is configured to inhibit the alarm while the strength of the wireless signal exceeds the 
threshold. Since Sorriaux teaches comparing strength of the wireless signal to a threshold (col. 4, 
lines 5-7), it would be obvious to the skilled artisan to recognize that the system of Sorriaux can 
also configure to inhibit the alarm while the strength of the wireless signal exceeds the threshold. 

Regarding claim 14: Sorriaux discloses wherein the alarm inhibition mechanism 
comprises a microcontroller interfaced to the disturbance detection mechanism, alarm and 
receiver as seen in figure 1. 

Regarding claim 15: Andrews discloses wherein the base unit lacks an external control 
for turning off the base unit (col. 2, lines 55-56). 

Regarding claim 16: Sorriaux discloses wherein the wireless signal is encoded in a 
manner associated with the remote unit and the base unit includes a decoder configured to 
decode and pass wireless signals encoded in the manner associated with the remote unit (col. 3, 
lines 12-15, and col. 7, lines 44-55). 
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Regarding claim 17: All the claimed subject matter is already discussed in respect to 
claim 1 above. 

Regarding claim 18: Refer to claim 7 above. 
Regarding claim 21: Refer to claim 8 above. 

Regarding claim 24: Sorriaux discloses wherein detecting the proximity of the remote 
unit comprises measuring at the base unit a strength of a ranging signal transmitted by the remote 
unit (col. 4, lines 5-7). 

Regarding claim 25: Andrews and Sorriaux do not teach adjusting a strength of the 
ranging signal to vary a size of a region within which the remote unit is determined to be nearby 
to the base unit. Since Sorriaux teaches the thresholder 244 (col. 4, lines 5-7), it would be 
obvious to the skill artisan to modify the system of Sorriaux for adjusting strength of the ranging 
signal to vary a size of a region within which the remote unit is determined to be nearby to the 
base unit if desired. 

Regarding claim 26: Andrews discloses wherein detecting the proximity of the remote 
unit comprises detecting at the base unit a ranging signal transmitted by the remote unit (col. 4, 
lines 13-16). 

Regarding claim 27: Sorriaux discloses transmitting the ranging signal automatically 
upon receipt at the remote unit of a request signal from the base unit (col. 7, lines 44-55). 
Regarding claim 28: Refer to claim 27 above. 
Regarding claim 29: Refer to claim 25 above. 
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4. Claims 9, 13, 19, 20, 22, 23, 30, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Andrews (U.S. Pat. 5,757,271) in view of Sorriaux (U.S. Pat 6,472,986) and 
further in view of Stoyka (U.S. Pat. 5,552,759). 

Regarding claim 9: Andrews and Sorriaux do not teach wherein the base unit comprises 
a transmitter and is configured to transmit a notification signal upon occurrence of the 
disturbance signal. However, using the transmitter to transmit a notification signal upon 
occurrence of the disturbance signal is old and well known in the art as taught by Stoyka (see 
abstract). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the technique of Stoyka in the system of the combination in order 
to produce the warning signal to the user so that the use of the device would be extended. 

Regarding claim 13: Refer to claim 9 above. 

Regarding claim 19: Refer to claim 9 above. 

Regarding claim 20: Refer to claim 9 above. 

Regarding claim 22: Refer to claim 13 above. 

Regarding claim 23: Refer to claim 13 above. 

Regarding claim 30: Refer to claim 23 above. 

Regarding claim 31: Stoyka discloses wherein detecting the proximity of the base unit 
to the remote unit comprises exchanging one or more radio frequency signals between the base 
unit and the remote unit and the method comprises varying a frequency of the radio frequency 
signals according to a frequency-hopping algorithm (col. 5, lines 28-39). 
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Conclusion 



5. 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 



disclosure. 



a. Choi [U.S. Pat. 5,317,304] discloses programmable microprocessor based motion- 
sensitive alaim 

b. Anderson [U.S. Pat. 3,988,724] discloses theft alarm. 

c. Eckstein et al. [U.S. 2001/0040507] disclose radio frequency detection and 
identification system. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phung T Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-2968. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:00am-5:30pm Mon thru. Friday, with alternate Friday 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel J. Wu can be reached on 571-272-2964. The fax numbers for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-872-9314 for regular communications 
and 703-308-9051 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272-2600. 



off. 



Phung Nguyen 



Date: February 3, 2006 




